The contrast between continuous reinforcement in acquisition and no reinforcement in extinction is presumably optimal for a change in expectation and produces a sudden decrement in responding during extinction whereas the contrast between partial reinforcement in acquisition and no reinforcement in extinction is not optimal* The S learns to expect that periods of nonreinforcement will be followed by periods of reinforcement, and, therefore, he continues to respond for longer periods of time during extinction than he would if he had been trained under continuous reinforcement* The partial reinforcement effect (PRE) has since been obtained in several eyelid conditioning experiments Grant and Hake. 1951; Grant. Schipper, and Ross. 1952; Hartman and Grant, I960; Froseth and Grant. 1961 ).
Grant. Riopelle. and Hake (1950) , using magnitude as a measure of responding (Humphreys, 19^3) . found extinction following single and double alternation of reinforced and nonreinforced trials to be similar to extinction following 100$ reinforcement, whereas extinction following random intermittent reinforcement was described by a different function. Presumably, the single and double alternation groups as well as the 100$ reinforcement group were able to verbalize the pattern of reinforcement whereas this was not possible for the partial reinforcement group. According to the discrimination hypothesis, the shift from acquisition to extinction would be more pronounced for the groups which were able to verbalize the reinforcement pattern. Moore and Gorraezano (1963) , using omitted-and delayed-IKS groups in acquisition (McAllister, 1953; Ross, 1959) , found that the delayed-UCS group extinguished more rapidly under 0$ reinforcement than did the omitted-UCS group. These results can be interpreted as supporting the discrimination hypothesis. The shift from acquisition to extinction was more pronounced for the delayed-DCS group since the CS was always followed by the OCS in acquisition, whereas in extinction the CS was never followed by the DCS. On the other hand, the omitted-IX) 3 group received both UCS and non-BCS trials during acquisition, and, consequently, the discrimination between acquisition and extinction was more difficult to make.
A cognitive approach has recently been taken by Spence in interpreting rate of extinction as a function of the change in conditions from acquisition to extinction. Spence (1963) Capaldi and Capaldi (1963) .
Again it was found that any group having received partial reinforcement at any time was more re si stent to extinction than a group which never received partial reinforcement. Taken together these experiments indicate that the abruptness of the transition in reinforcement schedule from acquisition to extinction cannot entirely explain the PRE, and, therefore, the adequacy of the discrimination hypothesis must be questioned.
Since the evidence against the discrimination hypothesis comes from studies of instrumental conditioning using an interpolated 100$ reinforcement design, it was the purpose of the present study to determine whether the discrimination hypothesis can at least be applied to human classical conditioning or if it must be modified or abandoned in favor of a theory of partial reinforcement which emphasizes possible long-lasting effects of nonreinforcement (Lawrence and Fe stinger, 1962 
